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Furthermore, I also deny having ever said that j/did such a thin^ 

The meeting at my house was an informal ’’fun 11 ' meeting"? The other two 
fellows came by while I was scrambling eggs for breakfast. When the table was 
cleared, out came the photographs. I was confronted with the fact that 
I was supposed to have made this statement about April 13th. I deny I said it 
I do not claim to have a memory which is so good that it is capable of 
reconstructing a 7 hour conversation, loaded with banter, to such a degree 
of precision that I can exclude the remotest possibility that aay given series 
of english words were spoken. I deny I said it because I cannot possibly 
understand why I woul3 say such a thing since no such thing is true. Furthermore, 
such a statement is obviously extremely self incriminating* I am not in'the habit 
or committing social hari-kari with my friends and associates. So much for 
my denial of having said any such thing at that meeting. 

The third person at the meeting was Robert Hyatt. Attached find a letter from 
him, in which he unequivocally states that he remembers no such transaction 
alluded to at that meeting. 

The Burton/Fields story not only depicts me as a bastard, but as a stun id 
bastard as well*! c — 



I am extremely critical of the manner in which this story was evolved and 
disseminated. For that reason, I wish to discuss in further detail 

1) why no such exchange could never, and would never, occur; 

2) a few details of what was discussed at my home that day, so that you may 
clearly dee for yourself how such a story could be reconstructed from 
garbled memories, some time later 

3) the unethical ma nner in which this story was given widespread 
dissemination by the two people involved, without informing me of their 
little Star Chamber proceding, in abstentia.' 

***** 



( 1 ) 

As you may know, during the fall and winter quarters at UCLA, I attended 
Professor Liebeler's seminar on the Warren Report“at UCLA. it is very simple to 
dttend that seminar, and even to have informal hallway discussions with 
Professor Liebeler, without coming anywhere near using any other critic’s research 
as a pawn in any exchange. It is not equivalent to walking a tightrope. It is 
like black and white. All that is required is to follow two very simple <midlines: 

a) I simply never discuss any third party's unpublished research, about which 
I may be aware, with Professor Liebeler or his associates. 

b) I have not gotten involved in any research effort, on Liebeler’s behalf, to 
comb any critic’s published material for errcfe, which would then be fodder 
for his book. 

I think this sufficiently circumsrcibes the boundaries. Professor 
Liebeler has three law students, on research grants, whose job it is to write 
critical and highly analytical memoranda, chapter-by-chapter and footnote by footnote 
on Mark ...an.es book. From what I have seen, these people are simply bogged down 
in trivia. He has a physicist ahose job it is, apparently, to knock down Ridai*c«s 
published statements on the head snap, and to deal with any other technical masters 
that might come up. Mr. Schiller always helps him with any questions of photography 
that have ofeen raised. The purpose of the seminar was to examine critical" mater ial.--- 
r ainl L M nn! Lane’s book. I attended, and became quite a nuisance. That is because 
* am 99.99% pro critic on all issues, and keep up a constant' stream of 
heckling and counter-comment from my seat. Although I have learned a lot abou t how 
evading law students think, the chief fhing I brought home each Friday afternoon was 
a class A head ache, my intellectual hangover from trying toohard to sway 
unconvinceables. For that reason, and others, I aninot attending this term. 

Now suppose, during .the course of discussion, ( a point comes up 

I disagree with a published theory of another critic? 

Let me ask you a question, Harold. Suppose another critic disagrees with a theory 
of mine? On pages 2 and 4 of the March issue of Ramparts is a 1%. column, detailed 
letter from Ray Marcus in which he goes on record as disagreeing with the analysis 
of thejhead shot in "The Case for Three Assassins", because it cSaims only one 
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bullet hit JFK's head at that time. On page 147 of Lewis and Schiller's book is 
a large quote, taking up half a page, in which Ray Marcus explains to the 
authors why he disagrees with a theory I put forth explaining the black streaks 
which appear in Zapruder frames softer the splice. Ray has almost brought me around 
to his position on the second matter. I am positive I am right in the first. 

I don’t expect him to subordinate his intellect to my feelings. What each man 
believes is the truth has to be his guiding credo in a situation of this sort, 
not some critic's version of political truth. I am sure that you feel this way too. 
Intellectual diversity is a virtue, not a vice. Its potential for good far 
outwS/ghs minor misues, of which Mr. Schiller’s book is a major example. 

I have addressed audiences with my slide set three times: at UCLA: once to 
the entire law school, once to the seminar, and once for the: citizen’s committee. 

I have also spoken at USC and at San Francisco State. My whole talk is built around 
data from photographs. Because sS this approach, the question is invariably 
asked during a question session whether or not I believe that the Zapruder 
camera was ru: nning at the 24 frames/sec that the Barrett report indicates. 

I always give my honest opinion: "No". fiurthermore, I have frequently stated 
wh£ j don’t think so. I theorize that Agent Barrett confused film speed and 
camera speed. This is just a theory, and I’m sure you remember when I explained 
it to you fully one night when you were out here, which happened to be when I 
discovered it. 

I disagree with Ltea and Sauvage on their approach to the two large bullet 
fragments, found in the limousine, identified as coming from Oswald's rifle. I 
always state that I believe that they are phoney as 399 and, comcommitantly , 

I disagree with the Soderman footnote that is quoted by them. I read through that' 
chapter of that criminological reference work, and I don’t believe it supports 
their assertions about fragment "unidentif lability". So what? Would I 
or have I ever prepared a research outline on either of these topics, fTrwolving 
another critic’s work, for Liebeler? 

HELL NO?.’.’ 

In fact, I find in my correspondence with another critic a reference to the 
fact that I had prepared a memorandum on the business of the film speed and 
the road stripe. Actually, it was never finished. But I note that in a Letter 
referring to it that I wrote at the time, I said: "It is not meant for 
non-critic consumption." I meant that then, and I still mean it now, were I ever 
to write such an item. 

Given this situation, in which my nose is quite clean and my conscience clear, 
Stephen Burton and Maggie Fields closely question me as to whether or not: 

I have ever even mentioned my opinions on these points of disagreement, in Liebeler’s 
seminar! 

Stephen readily admits the vulnerability of the 2.4 frame film speed 
arguemfint. Typical of the way his mind works is summed up in the following 
type of question he asks me, in an apparent attempt to taunt my conscience: 

"Have you ever discussed Weisberg’s error in class. In other words, 

as far as Liebeler knows f rots? you, the film speed is a good point 

as far as he knows from you?" 

Now if thi s is the standard we are going to apply, then we should never feel free 
to express any view Which contradicts that held by another critic. This is 
reprehensible dogma to me. It is a critic®s version of political truth. 

It is the intellectual stuff of which ignorant clannishness is built, and uncritical 

cronyism. I think it is disgraceful that anyone should suggest that it is a 

proper course of action. I find it particularly rppugnent that a young 

university student who claims he isi^fter the truth Sbaat "who killed Kennedy" 

and a researcher like Maggie Field cannot bri_ng themselves to apply 

the same standard of truth to a discussion of smaller matters — -such as 

how fast the Zapruder camera is running. 

None of the above in any way contradicts the guidlines I mentioned before. 
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1 am simply saying that in developing my own views on this case, I am entitled 
to speak on matters An which I may be in disagreement with other critics without 
having someone adopt an attitude which attempts to pervert that exercise’of 
the right to disagree into a betrayal of an associate. When we have arrived 
follows*^ WhSn thiS iS n ° l0nger P° ssib l e » questions will be parried as 

"I refuse to answer that question on the grounds that I may disagree 
with a friend." 1 



Edward Epstein didn't betray anybody when he interviewed Commission attorney s 
and worked with their files. The result of his research determines the integrity'' 
or lack of integrity in his position on various issues. There are lines of 
inquiry which might be more effectively ^.rsued if material and/or contacts are 
mployed that are available to a former Commission attorney, and which are not 
available to John q. Citizen. For this reason, there is a dialogue that I 

thlt In/ 4 '; ^ beler that has brought me into contact with him in situations 
that would not be necessary if I only attended the seminar. There is a positive 

Is lon?a rh ai i 6d fr ?" ? his contact ’ and no third party's research is AndLigered 
as long as the two guidlines, previously discussed, are always followed. 

certai n ° f th l S dialogue » 1 have exchanged with Professor Llebeler, 

certain items of research of my own in return for material that he can 

pr TfllsTr Z R-Lf EX ^ PlSS ° f this are When his P ^ sics department 

p ssor. Dr. Riddle, and I exchange memos on the head snap, or when 

_,iebeler loandd me two altgens photographs for a few weeks, and in return I offered 

nim a look-see at some work I have done demolishing Dr. G^cry'I tlstTmonl 

which makes it Appear that there are less than three grains of mltS^ 7 

Connally s wrist. This part of a limited relationship is built upon a 

°l mUt t al S °° d wil1 * Conversation about this was mentioned 
the meeting at my home, and this is mentioned in Hyatt's letter. 

4 political liberal detests a situation in which his loyalty is in Question 

inI y wIr CaU Slmilarlv 'Tl " ith pe ? ple . of * country with whom his own 

is a. war. Similarly, I detest the i*ahoo-like braying of betrayal, the 

ignorant. accusations, and the irrational suspicions that are generated by some 

t er critics merely because I am doing the same thing— intellectually speaking 

lid o/“ P ‘J C ot .“ commission, « commission with whose conclusions 

S o™ 1 “P h »pcnny disagree. 1 simply do not Intend to have 

my own intellectual existance circumscribed by the fears of anv third nor on « 
no matter how real and sincerely felt those fLrs may bl. A^d ! milt s! i I 
am outrage^ when I see anyone take advantage of this situation by telling half truth* 
" eaning ° f incid - fcs ’ aad in general doing thosl ’ 

y political arena would he the equivalent to the activities ofi/fche^ost 

'n«S: ble ” d bait * r - IhlS ’ 1 '•“> “ »■»•: *»• hippaSS past 

Any baiter is a fervid loyalist, so fraught with fear of the 
opposition that he is almost incapable of communicating with anv oooonent o,-_ 
own fears aDout the opposition get transformed into an°attack on other peoples 
loyalty when he sees them dotag that with »h,ch h, politic.il, dishes " 

Tt doll 1 - ^ Ve r OSS n0t lmply that 1 mean well » and hurt others "by mistake" 

to I h lmply U 1 mean Wel1 ’ intend to do exactly whqt must be done 

the mair e i reSU ’ ** — injura the Interest's of others, and bitterly resent 

fibrils ^iIformItT PtS - ° f any ° ne Wh ° underhanded ly misreports, misinterprets , and 
injlly information in an attempt to make it appear that I do other people 

for ta I ?kiS\r^oL°wilh 6 w!ll I is aS jlirmn e Ilfnarv™ treatalen t by i-iaggie Fields 
. J y -nils, jean mil, and Mary Moorman. They were all inmnod 

l°l e d th J* hy T h f as r DallaS F a 3cists", + to be avoided if I wanted to Itav In her P 

good side Later that year, her reaction to my stated intention of going to an open 

I lid 3 dor ’ nitor y to confront guest spea^Ulan Dulles was simUally 

Iglill^OdLy 6 San,e SXaCt COmbination of sc ®fn and fear that I find myself up 

I am sure that the present situation is more delicate than any of those..?*,* even those 
brought forth a response which was a harbinger of the present problem. 
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(2) The meeting at my apartment 

At my apartment, many many WR topics were discussed. We talked about my 
"Gregory'- research, we talked about Liebeler's seminar, we talked about 
a head snap memo I have written, we talked about Liebeler's physics professor 
and his weird theories, we talked about trading inconsequential material for perhaps 

f AAAAf If mor \ valuable - I know I talked about my views on the 24 frame 
film speed. Hyatt remembers bring*«p Whitewash II in connection with the business 
about a man being in the Dal-Tex buildingj at one point, I brought out all my 
aitgens photos and enlargements. I really don't Snow what Stephen claims to have 
neard. what I do think is possible is that Stephen has confused and jumcfed 
recollections. As Bob Hyatt pointed out to me by phone, if he had heard me 
say anything equivalent to what Stephen Burton claims to remember, he would 
have remembered it because it would have been quite startling. 

Then there is the question of just when Stephen had his little recollection 
huch later, apparently, it "came back" to him. He told me that it had been 
buried in tue"substtucture" of the conversation we were having at the time 
He assured me, however, that when it did filially come back, it came back "clearly" . 

(3) the manner of dissemination 

It is when I discuss the manner in which Stephen handled this that I feel 
my blood start to boil. When the arguments and shouting are through about what 
I have or have not done, and about what I did or did not say I had done, there is 
a question I ask that gets to the heart oftfce matter, and for which Stephen has 
no answer. I asked Steohen why he didn't confront me with this charge as 
Bill O'Connell had recommended he do, before passing it on. His answer has 
to be heard to understand that he actually thinks this way: "You might deny it" 

He doesn t even flinch. He just says: "You might deny it". I poifated out 
to Stephen that, even if I denied it, he was still a free agent. He could 
isseminate the story, tell how I denied it, but nevertheless stand by his own 
version. Why didn't he do that? He has no answer. At this point, he gets evasive 
and vague. He attempts to limit his responsibility by taking an extremely 
technical approach to the information involved. 

„ R „ l bel1 Stephen that all he has is a half baked recollection, he says: 
uut that is all I passed on . I didn’t vouch for any truth or untruth in 
tne statement, he says; 11 1 only passed on what I heard". 

. 1 a “ OW Ste P hen his technical approach. For in the few months since I 

how ^ met him ’ thSre 1S ° ne thlng Stpphen has come to know quite well. That is 

car ? f V 1 . 1 am > in relationship with Liebeler, at doing the correafi irkivo 
when another critics work is involved. This is true when’l am at the law sch^^ ^ 

sem inar , or speaking to Liebeler in a hallway, or speaking to anyone who I know 

A i A S P Ude C t there - Stephen knows this because one of the first things 
I told him, when he first wrote letters attempting to get sanction for 

bis committee, was the multifarious nature of the personalities involved 
A!!?® AA effort - " You are diking inline field.., i had said _ „ Be careful „ 
i had cited my own proolem in urging Stephen to stay out of personality 
disputes. If I confided anything in Stephen, it was in this area I told 
him that my attendance at Liebeler’s seminar, and even speaking to Liebeler, 
was considered unnecessarily riskS and unprof iatable by some- It is now 
pa infuliy apparent to me that telling Stephen Burton this information was the 
equivalent of telling a pyromaniac exactly where the matches are hidden, and 
w-i e re the gasoline is located. Stephen knew all about this. All he had 
to do was^ take the match and put it to the gasoline. 

bv th f Se ^cumstances, it is utter hypocricy when I hear him justify his methods 

wL "aware" y oJ e Ji » IT ^ A ““ SidSd disseminab ion is justified because he 
He certainl • ~ charges tnat have been made against me, and the "allegations". 

5 „ !“ ly ~ «"*"* of tnem 1 told him sof Perhaps you can understand what it 

wounds line wnen he tells me that he did what he did so ‘-hoi- 

xrss. m ^TfS 10 *" h h a ir nin§ to them - yo« “uSss ssstss; guard 

tells me in a finger shaking manner, "why certain people feel this way 
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towards you". Stephen is oh so eager to talk like the grownups and "belong". 

This self righteousness is made all the more hollow when one considers th^e 
callous and totally unconcerned way in which he watches the grapevine inexorably 
propogate his morsel of information, aiding it wherever he can. He told a group of 
people in San Francisco something like this: "All the critics are closing in on 
Lifton; they want to have nothing further to do with him". 

I asked Stephen, if he was sincere in warning people, why he didn't put 
his charge in writing. "Are you going to tell this story to Vincent Salandria?" 

I asked. "No", he replied. "He'll find out about it. I don't have to since it 
w 11 get around anyway." Stephen's was a brialliant maneuver, guaranteed 
a certain amount of success because of my own credibility gap in this area. 

Stephen knows just that. There is, however, too much of a gap between the 
L e - gsons he gives for what he did, and the unjust manner in which be did what he did, 
for me to accept his self righteous stance as anything but a cover for more 
base motives. 

Stephen's ethical standard is the"fait accompli". His actions in this 
matter are inconsistent with one who has any respect for doing the just and right 
thi^ng. They are consistent with the actions of a person who realizes that if°you 
punch hard enough, and if you punch first, you can win just about any fight. 

The situation is madf4ll the more infuriating by Stephen*s intellectual 
inability to understand that his unsubstantiated rumor is akin to asserting 
a negative, which I am suppsed to then "disprove" in order to be 

exonerated. He has told me that if I can prove that I didn"t say it, he'll back 
down, because he really doesn't care that much one way or the other. This recalls 
an anecdote I once read, designed to illustrate the impossibility 6f disproving 
a negative proposition, and the injustice done to one who is asked to do so in order 
to prove his innocence. It goes as follows. 

Suppose you atterid a gathering with a friend. At this gathering, a stranger 
suddenly confronts you and charges you with having committed a murder. You 

indignantly deny it but the stranger insitentl^y repeats his charge. 

"What murder?", you demand. Your accuser does not answer. "Who was kil4ed?"you 
demand. Your accuser smiles slyly and answers, "I_believe that you have committed 
a murder. Can you prove that you didn't?" 

You turn away and see that the friend with whom you came is looking at you 

tensely. You cry to him, " You don’t believe I'm a murderer, do you?" Your 
friend answers nervously, "No, of course I don't. I mean... he hasn't *iven any 
evidence that you're a murderer, he's just asserted it. . .But:. . .^n the other hand... 
you haven't proved you're not a murderer, have you? I guess I'd have to say 
I don't know whether you're a murderer or not." 

I feel that this is the unjust nightmare Stephen and Maggie have managed 
to concoct during the paafe ten days. It is all the more infuriating that, in the 
real life situation, Stephen has the audacity to play the role of "friend" and 
"accuser" in the above little story. 

I feel that the manner in which the tale has been disseminated is that 
of the soft sell demagogue, whose sole goal is the creation of a lynch mob 
atmosphere, using the false tale put forth by Stephen, and generso^us amounts 
of innuendo. A falsehood achieves attention, respect, and notice, all out 
of proportion to its value, merely because of its one sided promulgation. 

It is a disgrace that there are critics who are willing to believe such bunk, 
with harfflly a question asked. It is very very easy to try a man and find him 
guilty, when his defense is not presented, and when he doens*t even know a 
trial is going on. So much for the Burton/ Fields method of "trial -by-frtmor". 



If I have claimed that Stephen Burton took something out of context, or 
juxtaposed several comments that were made around ray kitchen table, I feel tha t 
Maggie Fields is guiltier of something far worse when dealing with a set of facts 
in an interpersonal situation. I call the phenomena "fact- inversion". 

Time and agiin, I have had the experience of telling her of an innocuous 
incident and having it repeated as its exact opposite, frequently a very 
non-innoccuous incident, by that time. Negatives are changed to positives. Denials 
become admissions. Statements about how I did NOT do something, are transmitted--- 
with appropriate disdain as stories i n which I did do something. 




M « k § no mistake about it. I think Maggie’s ethics as a. citizen are above 
reproach. If most people were as concerned as she about the state of the 
world, or as well read as she, we would live in a far more peaceful world today. 

But it is possible for a person to act with markedly different degrees of 
credibility in' different facets of 'their ilves. The credibility ’gap cuts 
both ways. And it is in these personal matters that I frequently find it is 
almost impossible to relate even the simplest fact situation to her without havi ng 
it completely inverted in transmission. 

It is almost as if, when she is miffed at you, her response is to take the 
simplest fact situation and use the ilements of it to construct an alternate obe, 
a mutation} which is much more incriminating and eyebrow raising. She then 

disseminates this as fact and when confronted attempts to relegate the 

whole matter to the convenient graveyard of accidental misunderstanding. '• Or she 
claims that what she said isjexactly what you told her. 

Enough smoke has been assiduously created, in this manner, that I wonder 
if I can indeed any longer ' blame anyone who believes that there must be 
fire there. I do not have the time or the funds to^ontinually A Out i: Maggie’s ' pu ^' t ' n 

brush fire Balsehoods, and she is one of the chief communicants with other people 
outside this city. 

This is the second time this year that he has propogated the Liebeler-rumor! .' 
Last fall, I made my way through one exasperating day when I ran into about 3 people, 
locally, who had all ’ een informed Via Maggie Fields that I was working on 
a book with LiebelerJ! This was complete bunk. 

In a casual phone call placed to Maggie this past April 14th, I was 
informed for the first time of the latest batch of accustutibnS; after they 
had been thoroughly disseminated all over the east. I denied them. Mot having any ' 
idea that there had been any dissemination of this story, and being eager to catfch 
this one at the start, I began to reason aloud, attempting to reconstruct situations 
to which I might have alluded in conversation with Stephen, .and which Stephen 
probably misunderstood. It was apparent to me, after that conversation, that I 
had left Maggie with certain gross misunderstandings. Therefore, I telephoned 
back a second time that same evening and attempted to set the record straight. 

As i reared, all to no avail. X^ould tell what was going to happen next,, The tipoff 
comes when patiently eajslained denials are met by the same counter-assertions, 
repeated over and over ag&n, as if the mere force of their Having been spoken 
makes them true, j was correct. 

For the next day, the story was on its way; r had "admitted" all that 
I was charged with; In fact, I had done fexactly the opposite. 

I have left for last the business of Stephen’s special relationship with Maggie 
Fields, which is crucial to an understanding of what I believe is his gross 
impartiality in this episode. 

Stephen’s rumor would have been absolutely impotent if Maggie Fields 
didn’t spread it all around. 

One of the reasons I think that Stephen may find it hard to be impartial and 
act justly is the financial structure of the committee he is trying to create. 

It is true that the committee has numerous small contributions from people who 
put money in a cup or cigar box when they set up a demonstration table. But the 
fact remains that until this past weekend, the main contributor to Stephan’s 
committee, the person who has given it its very financial lifeblood, is 
Maggie Fields. It is Maggie Field who has given the committee hundreds ofi 
dollars. Without .Maggie, there would be no committee. Stephen wouldjkave his 
good intentions, and an ccganization chart, but hardly a spare dollar to even pay 
for a single mailing of the newsletter. 

I don’t think that there is a thing wrong or incorrect about the financial 
situation of the committee bei_ng so lopsided, at the start. Someone has to 
give this worthy cause a good start. The tremendous generosity this weekend 
of Mark Lane, donating huge portions of his proceeds from several LA appearances 
to the committee, will now give Stephen control of a bank account with a balance 
that runs into the thousands of dollars. 

But this generosity places, I feel, a special responsibility on him. That 
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that^romotp^nt-ilfi t0 t- bS i ^ mp ? rtial to all critics, and to folio* -policies 
that promote intellectual unity and smooth over personality differences T 

2fK„r, t r ph * n ' s aotions have ao ™ “* xx 1 

Bnr , f . I J ind over in the corner with his major contributor, catering to her 
. ... 1 £ eS ’ and feedln S her half baked memories which are then used in 

deadly character assassination by rumor 

.t ~!” r S P h»s , 1o«"«".' 0n th * »' >»«• c °=“‘«s tte d^r 



;ently 



Th(=> J h ® VS dell herately divided up the preceding discussion into three parts 

Second^ Tt 3 d * S ? ussion of the realities of my relationship with LiebeleJ ’ 

third nlrt x 7 indicated * hat was discussed at my home that day. The 

third part was the manner in which this episode evolved, with certai n ' 

K X u »" «!*' thM 1 th “ 15 „,'i 

As far as the second item goes, I can*t disprove a negative propositon But if 
I ^correct on the first and third topics, then Stephen* s^legation^unfounded 

to me^ersona 1 ly " ^ 16 W3S and' damaging 

'■ a fc °’ she can go on backing up Stephen for ever and ever. ° S 

1 do not wish to caryy around my neck forever an u 

fro'ulfS’kitcSrSblf ° f 311 inf ° rmal C ° nVetSafei0n ^ that 1 took°place S 



now. 



Lf^ y ° U haVS bSe ? ° Wed 3 detailed letter of eaptanation for some time 
and x am very sorry it has taken so long to compose. 



Fraternally yours, 

Q~CUJ xA 

~David s'. Li f ton 

Attachments: Letter from Robert Hyatt, written April 17, 1967 
Receipt for Altgens photos from A.P. 

CC: Stephen Burton 
John Evans 
Maggie Fields 
Robert Hyatt 
Ray “arcus 
Sylvia Meagher 
William 0 Connell 
Vincent Salandria 
Hal Vsrb 




